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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . The action is responsive to tine Amendment filed on February 1 , 2008. Claims 6- 
10 are pending. Claims 1-5 have been cancelled. Claim 6 has been amended. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 6, 7, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zumpano (US Patent 6,513,829) in view of Dirmeyer et al. (US 
Patent 5,748,075) (hereinafter Dirmeyer). 

With respect to claim 6, Zumpano teaches a device for impact sensing 
(Zumpano: col 10, In 52-67), comprising: 

a processor (Zumpano: col 10, In 63-65); and 

at least two pressure sensors each detecting an impact to a vehicle based on 
pressure, wherein the at least two pressure sensors connectable to the processor to 
communicate at least one pressure value each to the processor, the processor being 
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configured to perform an impact sensing based on tlie at least one pressure value 
(Zumpano: Figure 1; col 5, In 46-55; col 10, In 52-67); 

wherein the processor is connectable to at least one additional vehicle system to 
transmit the at least one pressure value to the at least one additional vehicle system 
(Zumpano: col 13, In 63-65). 

Zumpano does not expressly teach that the pressure sensors detect an impact 
based on adiabatic pressure increase. Dirmeyer teaches using pressure sensors which 
detect adiabatic pressure increases to detect side impact to a vehicle (Dirmeyer: 
abstract, col 4, In 60-62). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the invention of Zumpano to include the pressure 
sensors based on adiabatic pressure increases of Dirmeyer because these sensors will 
ensure that only serious accidents will cause the passenger protection system to tripped 
(Dirmeyer: col 4, In 1-5). 

With respect to claim 7, Zumpano further teaches the at least one vehicle 
system is an injection system (i.e., inflation system injects air into inflatable members) 
(Zumpano: col 14, In 13-24). 

With respect to claim 9, Zumpano further teaches the at least one vehicle 
system is configured to control its function as a function of the at least one pressure 
value (Zumpano: col 14, In 1-12). 
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With respect to claim 10, Zumpano further teaches the at least one pressure 
value is a differential pressure value (Zumpano: col 12, In 59-67). 

4. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zumpano 
(US Patent 6,513,829) in view of Dirmeyer et al. (US Patent 5,748,075) (hereinafter 
Dirmeyer) and further in view of Bohner et al. (US Patent 6,269,903) (hereinafter 
"Bohner"). Zumpano and Dirmeyer teach all limitations of parent claim 6 as shown 
above, but do not expressly teach plausibility checking. Bohner teaches plausibility 
checking on pressure sensor values (Bohner: col 8, In 1-3). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the teachings of 
Zumpano to include the plausibility checking of Bohner because this will ensure proper 
functioning of the pressure sensors (Bohner: col 7, In 61-63) and ensure that the system 
is functioning during emergency situations (Bohner: col 2, In 5-7). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed February 1 , 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues in the fifth paragraph of page 3 of remarks filed February 1 , 
2008 that Zumpano does not teach "at least two pressure sensors each detecting an 
impact to a vehicle;" however, Applicant's arguments are not well taken. Applicant 
argues that Zumpano teaches detecting pressure "inside a plurality of internally 
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disposed chambers witlnin eacli of tine inflatable members" (Zumpano, col 5, In 24-26). 
However Applicant further quotes Zumpano in col 5, In 46-55, which states in part "at 
least one of a plurality of impact sensors [that is] located on the vehicle and connected 
to the., processor [and] communicates in micro-seconds the occurrence of an impact of 
sufficient predetermined force to possibly cause injury to the occupant within the 
passenger compartment." These impact sensors detect a pressure value representing 
an impact to a vehicle as stated in the above passage and further described in 
Zumpano at col 13, In 5-10. Therefore Zumpano teaches at least two pressure sensors 
each detecting an impact to a vehicle. Further, if the pressure sensors represent the 
pressure sensors in the claim limitations instead of the impact sensors, they still fulfill 
the limitation of detecting an impact to a vehicle as the detection of a pressure within the 
chambers of the inflatable members is still the detection of an impact to the vehicle. 
The inflatable members are a part of the vehicle and thus when the pressure within the 
inflatable member is impacted, the vehicle by default also impacted. Even if an impact 
is within the vehicle as the result of the movement of an occupant of the vehicle, it is still 
an impact to the vehicle as the occupant is impacting the inflatable member of the 
vehicle. Further, even if the argument is made the Zumpano does not teach this 
limitation, Dirmeyer teaches pressure sensors that sense an impact to a vehicle as 
supported by Dirmeyer at the abstract and col 4, In 60-62, Applicant further admits that 
Dirmeyer "may refer to pressure sensors that sense an impact to a vehicle" in the 
second paragraph of page 4 of his arguments. 
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Applicant argues that the sensors of Zumpano "are not connectable to a 
processor in which the processor is connectable to at least one vehicle system besides 
said two pressure sensors to transmit the at least one pressure value to the at least one 
vehicle system;" however, Applicant's arguments are not well taken. As shown in the 
previous rejection and in the rejection above Zumpano teaches the processor is 
connectable to at least one additional vehicle system to transmit the at least one 
pressure value to the at least one additional vehicle system (Zumpano: Figures 1 and 2; 
col 10, In 52-67; col 13, In 63-65). As shown in the above excerpts of Zumpano, 
Zumpano teaches sending the pressure value to an opposing inflatable member which 
is a vehicle system besides said two pressure sensors. 



Furthermore, as stated in MPEP 21 14: 

APPARATUS CLAIMS MUST BE STRUCTURALLY DISTINGUISHABLE 
FROM THE PRIOR ART 

>While features of an apparatus may be recited either structurally or functionally, 
claims<directed to >an< apparatus must be distinguished from the prior art in 
terms of structure rather than function. >ln re Schreiber, 128 F.3d 1473, 1477-78, 
44 USPQ2d 1429, 1431-32 (Fed. Cir. 1997) (The absence of a disclosure in a 
prior art reference relating to function did not defeat the Board's finding of 
anticipation of claimed apparatus because the limitations at issue were found to 
be inherent in the prior art reference); see also In re Swinehart, 439 F.2d 210, 
212-13, 169 USPQ 226, 228-29 (CCPA 1971);< In re Danly, 263 F.2d 844, 847, 
120 USPQ 528, 531 (CCPA 1959). "[A]pparatus claims cover what a device is, 
not what a device does." Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 
1464, 1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990) (emphasis in original). 

Zumpano teaches the structure capable of carrying out the function given in the 

apparatus claim 1 . The claim further states that the "processor is connectable to at 

least one vehicle system" [emphasis added] further supporting the argument that the 
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function is not claimed only that it is a possibility and capability. The apparatus must be 
capable of carrying out the function, but the functionality does not distinguish the claim 
from the prior art. As shown in the above rejection of claim 1 , Zumpano teaches the 
structural limitations of claim 1 . 



Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JANET L. SUGLO whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8584. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon, Wed, Thur, Fri from 
6:30am - 5:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eliseo Ramos-Feliciano can be reached on 571-272-7925. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retheval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (BBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/JANET L SUGLO/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2857 



/Eliseo Ramos-Feliciano/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2857 



